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- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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Detailed Action 
Claim Objections 

Claims 16-21 are objected to because of the following informalities: Claims 16, 
17 and 19 are dependent upon Claim 14, however, the examiner believes they were 
meant to be dependent upon Claim 15 according to their claim language. Claims 16-21 
will be treated as though they were dependent upon claim 15. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

1. Claims 1, 8-10, 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rostoker et al. U.S. Patent No. 5,832,279, in view of Hewitt et al. U.S. 
Patent No. 6,339,808. 
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Per claim 1 , Rostoker discloses: 

• an abstraction layer comprising a first plurality of registers conforming to the 
specific interrupt architecture (Rostoker, column 5 line 66 - column 6 line 6, 
figures 1 and 2); 

• an implementation dependent layer, disposed in communication between the 
abstraction layer and the one or more processors (figure 1 numeral 12), 
comprising a second plurality of registers which correspond to the first plurality of 
registers (figure 3, numeral 58), wherein the implementation dependent layer is 
configured to receive interrupts and forward received interrupts to the one or 
more processors (Rostoker, column 6 lines 24-31, figures 1-3). 

Rostoker does not disclose: to read and write data to the second plurality of registers in 
response to interrupts processed through the one or more processors. 

However, Hewitt discloses to read and write data to the second plurality of registers in 
response to interrupts processed through the one or more processors (Hewitt, column 7 
lines 49-60, figure 2). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the applicant's claimed invention to incorporate the teaching of Hewitt into the system of 
Rostoker to provide a system where the registers are utilized in the processing of data 
during an interrupt process. 

The modification would have been obvious because one having ordinary skill in 
the art would want to have a system where the registers are utilized in the processing of 
data during an interrupt process (Hewitt, column 7 lines 49-60, figure 2). 

Per claim 8, Rostoker discloses the apparatus of claim 1 , wherein the specific interrupt 
architecture is an Advanced Programmable Interrupt Controller (APIC) architecture 
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(Rostocker, column 4 line 66 - column 5 line 7, figure 1). 

Per claim 9, Rostoker discloses the apparatus of claim 8, wherein the first plurality of 
registers comprises one or more register sets in full compliance with the APIC 
architecture (Rostocker, column 5 line 57- column 6 lines 6, figure 1 and 2). 

Per claim 10, Rostoker discloses the apparatus of claim 8, wherein the first plurality of 
registers comprises one or more register sets which provide operational similarity with 
the APIC architecture (Rostocker, column 5 line 57- column 6 lines 6, figure 1 and 2). 



Per claim 12, Rostoker discloses 

• providing an abstraction layer comprising a first plurality of registers conforming to 
the specific interrupt architecture (Rostoker, column 5 line 66 - column 6 line 6, 
figures 1 and 2); 

• providing an implementation dependent layer, disposed in communication between 
the abstraction layer and the one or more processors (figure 1 numeral 12), 
comprising a second plurality of registers which correspond to the first plurality of 
registers (figure 3, numeral 58; receiving interrupts and forwarding received 
interrupts to the one or more processors through the implementation dependent 
layer (Rostoker, column 5 line 66 - column 6 line 38, figures 1-3); 

Rostoker does not disclose: reading and writing data to the second plurality of registers 
in response to interrupts processed through the one or more processor. 

However, Hewitt discloses reading and writing data to the second plurality of registers in 
response to interrupts processed through the one or more processor (Hewitt, column 7 
lines 49-60, figure 2). 
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it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the applicant's claimed invention to incorporate the teaching of Hewitt into the system of 
Rostoker to provide a system where the registers are utilized in the processing of data 
during an interrupt process. 

The modification would have been obvious because one having ordinary skill in 
the art would want to have a system where the registers are utilized in the processing of 
data during an interrupt process (Hewitt, column 7 lines 49-60, figure 2). 

2. Claims 1 1 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rostoker et al. U.S. Patent No. 5,832,279, in view of Hewitt et al. U.S. Patent No. 
6,339,808, in further view of Burgess, U.S. Patent No. 6,892,260. 

Per claim 1 1 , Both Rostoker and Hewitt do not disclose the apparatus of claim 8, 
wherein the one or more processors are PowerPC processors. 

However, Burgess discloses the apparatus of claim 8, wherein the one or more 
processors are PowerPC processors (Burgess, column 2 lines 30-64, figures 1-3). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the applicant's claimed invention to incorporate the teaching of Burgess into the system 
of Rostoker and Hewitt to combine the advantages of the claimed system with those of 
a PowerPC processor. 

The modification would have been obvious because one having ordinary skill in 
the art would want to combine the advantages of the claimed system with those of a 
PowerPC processor (Burgess, column 2 lines 30-64, figures 1-3). 
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Per claim 14, since the limitations of this claim have already been described in this 
action, please refer to the above rejections for claims 8 and 1 1 . 



Allowable Subject Matter 

3. Claims 2-7, and 13 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of 
the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

4. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: claims 15-21 are deemed allowable over the prior art of record as the prior art 
fails to teach or suggest the following limitations. 

1. an abstraction layer comprising a plurality of address decoders and a first 
plurality of registers conforming to the specific interrupt architecture. 

2. the register control logic circuit configured to receive control signals from 
the register access generator and address decodes from one or more address decoders 
in the abstraction layer. 

However, Claims 16-21 are objected to because of minor informalities as explained 
above. Once these informalities have been appropriately corrected, these claims will be 
subject for allowance. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brian T. Misiura whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
0889. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rehana Perveen can be reached on (571)272-3676. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



BTM 




